UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 99-4637
UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Plaintiff - Appellee,
vVer sus
THOVAS ANTHONY BURRESS,
Def endant - Appel | ant.
No. 99-4638

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Plaintiff - Appellee,

ver sus

THOVAS ANTHONY BURRESS,

Def endant - Appel |l ant.

Appeals from the United States District Court for the Wstern
District of Virginia, at Charlottesville. Janes H M chael, Jr.,
Senior District Judge. (CR-92-16-3, CR97-3-1)

Submtted: April 20, 2000 Deci ded: Septenber 18, 2000



Bef ore NI EMEYER, M CHAEL, and TRAXLER, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PER CURI AM

Thomas Ant hony Burress appeals his conviction and 210-nonth
sentence followng his guilty plea to possession with intent to
di stribute crack cocai ne and his 48-nonth sentence for viol ation of
supervi sed release. W affirm

W have reviewed the record and find the court did not abuse
its discretion in denying Burress’ notion to withdraw his guilty

plea. See United States v. Lanbey, 974 F.2d 1389, 1394 (4th Gr.

1992); United States v. More, 931 F.2d 245, 248 (4th Cr. 1991).

W find the Governnent did not breach the plea agreenent by failing
to nove for a reduction in Burress’ sentence based upon acceptance

of responsibility. See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 8§ 3El1.1

(1995). Finally, we find no reversible error inthe court’s ruling
and sentence as to revocation of Burress’ supervised rel ease. See

United States v. Copley, 978 F.2d 829 (4th Cr. 1992). Therefore,

we affirmthe court’s judgnents and sentences. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contenti ons are adequat e-
ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.
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